
I V . - T H E ETHICAL SYSTEM OF RICHARD CUM-
BERLAND AND ITS PLACE IN T H E HISTORY
OF BRITISH ETHICS.

BY FBANK CHAPMAN SHABP.

I.

THE SYSTEM.

A OABEPTJL study of the ethical system of Kichard Cumberland
in its relations to its predecessors and successors will show it
to be one of the three or four most powerful influences in the
history of British ethics. Such an examination will also
bring to light certain of its elements whose very existence
appears to be almost unknown to-day, butNvhich were among
the factors of most importance in determining the subsequent
course of ethical thought. Some of Cumberland's' most
valuable teachings have with the lapse of time been so far
lost to ethics that we of to-day may still profit by going to
school to him. Whatever, then, may be the nature of our
interest in the thought of the past, we may find it worth
our while to examine with some care the system of this
great, though now almost forgotten, moralist.

The fundamental problems of ethics which are treated by
Cumberland may be formulated as follows: What modes of
conduct are right ? What is meant by the predicate right t
Furthermore, since the standard of right is described wholly
in terms of the good, two other problems present themselves :
What elements of life are intrinsically good ? What is meant
by calling them good ? Finally, if we are to obtain an
adequate view of the system we must inquire what are the
motives of the moral life.

Cumberland's answer to the first of our questions is well
known. The sum of the moral law is "the endeavour, to
the utmost of our power, of promoting the common good of
the whole system of rational agents" (Introd., sec. ix.; cf.
ibid., sec. xxiv., par. 1; ch. V., sec. ix., pars. 6 and 7; ch.

 at Stockholm
s U

niversitet on Septem
ber 4, 2015

http://m
ind.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


372 PRANK CHAPMAN SHABP :

., sec. xiii., par. I).1 Of this system the agent himself
is an integral part. He is no more a zero than he is the
whole. "The measure of good things every one is entitled
to, and may rationally seek, is no otherwise to be determined
and settled than by that proportion he bears to the system
of all rational beings, or to the whole natural kingdom of
God" (V.. xlvii., 5; cf. I., xxxiv., 6; V., lvii., 2 ; IX., hi.).
Of this great organism God is a member, and since he has
desires whose satisfaction depends upon our action we have
a duty to him as we have to our fellow-men. " It is not to
be doubted but that in our actions, obedience and imitation
of his care of the common good of mankind . . .; in our
words and thoughts and affections, honour, worship, and
love are more agreeable to his beneficent nature and more
acceptable to him than neglect or hatred or direct and wilful
opposition. . . . Therefore, as we know by the help of our
senses that it is more acceptable to any man to be loved and
honoured than to be hated and despised, so it is evident to
reason by a manifest correspondence that it is more grateful
to the supreme rational, God, to be loved and honoured by
the obedience of men than to be the object of hatred and
contempt" (Introd., x., 1). Benevolence to our fellows is
not a corollary from piety to God, but a parallel duty. The
one and the other spring from a common root, the spirit
of disinterested service (Introd., xv., 1; L, iv., 8). Indeed it
is declared that in the development of the individual the
love of man must precede that of God (V., xiii.)-, an echo,
doubtless, of an excellent statement, commonly ignored in
the discussion of this subject, which may be found in the
First Epistle of St. John.

A duty to animals is excluded not merely by the words,
" the good of rational agents," but also by an explicit state-
ment (V., viii., 3). There seem to have been several reasons
for this position. First animals are declared to be too alien
in nature from man to arouse bis active interest in their
good (I., xiv., 1, 2; II., xviii., 1). In the Becond place, the
order of claims upon oar service is sometimes thought of as
determined, not by the comparative amount of good achiev-
able but by " the measure of the beneficeooa" of those
served; and animals are apparently ranked very low indeed is
this Bcale (cf. V., xlviii., 2; xlix., 1, 2, 3, with I., xiv., 1, 2, as
above). The formula occasionally found (*.g., I , ii).," the com-
mon good of all beings, especially such as are rational," may
be the sign of certain misgivings with regard to this position.

1 All quotations are from the traniUtion of John Maxwell, London,
1787.
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THE ETHICAL SYSTEM OF BICHAKD CUMBERLAND. 3 7 3

Turning now to Cumberland's definition of right we shall
find that for him the right means the rational.- He offers,
indeed, no formal definition of the term, but its meaning
appears with perfect clearness in the course of the attempt
to prove that " the greatest good of all is the right end for
every rational being'. Every demonstration, or attempted
demonstration of this assertion is based, in the last resort,
upon the assumption that the proper goal of human en-
deavour is discovered by determining what is the end or
what are the ends prescribed to man by reason.

This appeal to reason is not a flight for refuge to innate
ideas. " I have not been so happy," he writes, "as to learn
the lawB of nature in so short a way" (Introd., v.). By
reason he means nothing other than the cognitive powers of
the mind, whatever they may be, and by the frequentlv
employed phrase " right reason," these same powers so used
as to lead to truth (II., v.). That the adjectives true and false
are applicable to moral judgments he so little thinks of doubt-
ing that, though he affirms it again and again, he can
scarcely be said to give it serious discussion. The methods
of attaining truth are numerous, each of which has its own
place in the guidance of conduct. Among them is enumerated
what is, of coarse, at the foundation of all else, the principle
of contradiction (V., xii., 4 ; cf. also II., vi., vii). In the
moral world, also, since truth is everywhere the same, the
fundamental dictate of reason will be, Avoid contradicting
thyself in thy actions. " I judge it requisite to the natural
perfection of the human will that it follow the most perfect
reason, both in its calmer resolutions, which are 6imply
called desires and aversions, and in those more vehement
ones, which usually go under the name of passions. Hence
we may perceive that actions contrary to these are imperfec-
tions and diseases of the mind, as lameness or paralytic and
convulsive motions are symptoms of diseases of the body.
Such are the assents given to contradictory propositions,
because it is certain that one member of a contradiction
must be false" (V., xii., 7, 8 ; cf. II., vi., 2).

What, then, is the connexion between avoiding contradic-
tions and aiming .at the greatest good of all? The answer
starts from a certain position with regard to the attitude
which the individual ought to take towards his own greatest
attainable happiness, in so far as he may abstract from the
effects of his action upon the welfare of others. In cases of
conflict between this and any less good of his own..reason
requires him to choose the first alternative. " I affirmed
that the entire and chief happiness possible [of the agentj was
2 5 *
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aimed at in them [va. the sanctions of the moral law], because
all men naturally and necessarily desire, not any part only
thereof, bnt the whole which seems possible to them, accord-
ing to the will of the First Cause. And this desire is highly
rational, and evidently more conducive to our perfection than
the desire of any less good " (V., x., 1. See also V., xvi., 2,
sub fin.; xxii., 5; IV., i.). The rationality of this compre-
hensive desire undoubtedly depends, for him, upon the prin-
ciple that the choice of a less good in preference to a greater
is the same sort of contradiction as the affirmation that the
whole is equal to or less than a part (of. Introd., xi., 2).
But since, in his opinion, every one will readily admit the
obligation whatever its justification, Cumberland, who writes
wholly with an eye to practice, does not think it necessary
to spend much time in searching for its foundation.

The next step in the argument is the proof that reason
requires us to prefer the greater good of another or others to
the less good of self. Its briefest clear formulation is found
in chapter V., section xix. Cumberland is arguing from the
moral standards of man to those of God. "If any man
rightly judge that the common good of all who act according
to the rule of reason is a greater good than the good or
happiness of one man (and this is no more than to judge the
whole to be greater than its part), there is no doubt but that
God thinks the same. And it will come to the same thing
if it be affirmed that the happiness of all is greater than the
like happiness of any smaller number. But that happiness
is the greatest which is greater than any other assignable.
Nor is it a different judgment that by which we affirm the
greatest happiness of all rational beings is the greatest or
chief end which any rational agent can pursue. . . . There-
fore there is no room to doubt but that we shall here also
have God's concurrence. For since he himself is rational,
and it cannot be conceived how he can act rationally with-
out proposing an end to himself, nor can there be a greater
end than the aforesaid aggregate of all good things; we
cannot but think he judges this to be the best end he can
propose to himself."

This cool identification of the greatest, in the sense of the
most extensive end, with the best, in the sense of the right
end, will seem to many readers nothing better than a juggler's
trick. But the ideas which lay beneath it and which gave it
its significance to Cumberland will appear if we bring into
clear view the presuppositions upon which the argument
rests.

It must be remembered that the egoistic theory which our
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THE ETHICAL SYSTEM OF BICHABD OTTMBEBLAlrt). 3 7 5

author had in mind—like most of those.before and since—was
based upon the principle that a -man ought to choose his own
greater good in preference to a smaller one. The greatest at-
tainable good for self is the best or right end. If then it could
be shown that, in principle, a man owes an equal duty to
his neighbour with himself, Cumberland's conclusion would
fellow. But this, in his opinion, can be done. The mind
" is inconsistent with itself when it determines to act after
one manner in relation to itself, and after another manner in
relation to others that partake of the same nature " (I., vi, 4 ;
cf. V., xiv., 2). When he says " inconsistent," he conceives
himself to be saying " guilty of self-contradiction," for he
treats these two terms as identical (see ejj., V., xxi., 2). Hence
the following is, for him, but another way of repeating the
same statement: " As 'tis a perfection of the human mind
to form like judgments, so it is to entertain like affections
concerning like things. To have contrary judgments of like
things implies a contradiction, and is a kind of madness,
and, in speculation, is shunned as a disease of the mind. In
practice it argues as great an imperfection, and is a direct
contradiction, in cases perfectly alike to have different judg-
ments and different volitions, according as myself or another
is concerned " (V., xvi., 5).

The same conclusion is elsewhere reached by a somewhat
different path. As against Hobbes he maintains that it is
incompatible with the very conception of an objectively ex-
isting code of rights and duties to assert that any individual is
justified in pursuing his own greatest good to the detriment
of the good of the whole. If a right is " not something
merely chimerical and fictitious but [is] to be considered as
something real and existing without the imagination . . . it
immediately follows that contradictory propositions concern-
ing the right of any two to the same things or persons cannot
be the dictates of right reason ". But this subjective theory
of right8, it is declared, is the very foundation of " Hobbes's
scheme " (II., vi., 2). The reason is obvious. An egoistic
theory must affirm the right of every one-to everything he
can lay his hands upon. But such a position is easily re-
duced to an absurdity. " If right reason instructs Titius that
bis greatest happiness, which he is to pursue as his ultimate
end; consists in the enjoyment of a plenary property in the
possessions, and an absolute dominion over the persons of
Seius and Sempronius, and of all others, right reason cannot
dictate to Seius and Sempronius that their happiness, the
object of their pursuits \i.e., the object which they are
morally justified in pursuing], consists in the enjoyment of
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plenary property in the possessions, and dominion over the
person of Titius and of all others. For these contain a mani-
fest contradiction ; and, therefore, only one of these dictates
can be supposed true. Bat, since there is no cause why the
happiness of one of these should be his ultimate end [i.e., the
end which he is morally justified in pursuing as his all-inclu-
sive end] rather than the happiness of another should likewise
be his ultimate end ; we may conclude that reason dictates
to neither that he should propose to himself his own happi-
ness only as his greatest end, but to every one, rather his-own
in conjunction with the happiness of others; and this is that
common good, which we contend is to be sought after " (V.,
xvi., 2 ; c/. II., vii.; V., xxx.). Since there are but two ends
that can urge a serious claim for acceptance, namely, the
greatest attainable good of self and the greatest attainable
good of all (V., xvi, 1), the refutation of the former leaves
the latter in possession of the field. The device, since be-
come popular, of denying in the name of egoism the existence
of all morality Cumberland did not consider, because he never
thought of it. Nor, for that matter, was any such idea in
the mind of Hobbes, despite all that has been said about the
latter's ethical scepticism.

Thus Egoism involves itself in contradictions at every
turn. Nevertheless it starts on the right track because it
asserts the duty of choosing one's greater good in preference
to the less. Its errors are due to a failure to think out to
the end the implications of this initial principle. When
that work has been done the conclusion will be seen to be
unavoidable that the sum of reason's law is to aim at the
realisation, as far as lies within our power, of " the greatest
good of all".

The content of the right must be described, ae we have
found, in terms of the good. What then is the meaning of
good ? Cumberland's negative answer seems as definite as
could be demanded. He repudiates with vigour the view of
Hobbes that good means the desired as such. " I, on the
contrary, am of opinion that things are first judged to be
good, and that they are afterwards desired only so far as
they seem good." His positive view he attempts to state in
words which immediately follow the preceding: " A private
good is that which profits one, public, which is of advantage
to many; not because it ia desired from opinion, whether
true or false, or delights for this or that moment of time
The nature of man requires that reason examining the nature
of things should, from the evidence thence unalterably arising,
first determine and judge what is good (whether in relation
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THE ETHICAL SYSTEM OP HICHABD OUMBEBLAND. 377

to ourselves or others), before we desire it or are delighted
therewith " (HI., ii., 2). Good thus means that which profits.
But this information does not carry us far, for the profitable
means that which is conducive to happiness, whereas happi-
ness, in its turn, is defined as the enjoyment of good things
(I., v.; cf. II., iii., 2; V., xii., 6). Cumberland, who surpasses
many of his successors in that he sees the necessity not
merely of stating the content of the right but also of defining
the term itself, has not devoted the same attention to the
concept of the good.

We get more definite results when we turn to the inquiry,
wherein happiness is held to consist, more specifically whether
it is described in terms of Hedonism or of Perfectionism. To
be sure Sidgwick in the History of Ethics (p. 173), and in
the end, Aibee (History of English Utilitarianism, ch. II.)
have declared that an answer is impossible because of the
ambiguities which pervade our author's discussion of this
subject. Ambiguities there doubtless are, and there seems
to be at least one contradiction to the view otherwise main-
tained Nevertheless a careful collation of all the data seems
to render the conclusion unavoidable that Cumberland is a
Hedonist.1

Once or twice, indeed, he refuses to answer the question
as to the basis of value because he regards it as a matter of
no great practical importance. " I have no inclination very
curiously to inquire whether the happiness of man be an
aggregate of the most vigorous actions which can proceed
from our faculties ; or rather a most grateful sense of them,
joined with tranquillity and joy, which by some is called
pleasure These are inseparably connected, and both neces-
sary to happiness " (V., xiii., 1; of. ibid., xii., 2, and xlii., 1).

Nevertheless at other times he. finds it well within the
scope of his plan to consider whether one or the other of the
elements of this organic whole may not be the essential fac-
tor in its value, and his conclusion is always the Hedonistic
one. Thus when he is arguing that we are affected with love
of present and hope of future good earlier in life than with

1 The one passage of significance which appears to be irreconcilable
with Hedonism in the latter part of the following citation, which continues
the quotation (above) from III., ii., 2. " It is the part of brutes only to
measure the goodness of things or of actions by affections only, without
the guidance of reason.' . . . It is however more certain that a madman
suffers a real evil though he be wonderfully pleased with his own mad-
ness ; and on the contrary that a remedy is good for the patient though
he should ever so obstinately refuse it. It should be taid, however,
that an ingenious commentator could so interpret these statements as to
make them entirely consonant with Hedonism.
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hatred or fear of evil, he bases his assertion upon the follow-
ing grounds : " No man therefore loves Life, health, or such
grateful motions to the nerves and spirits as we call corporeal
pleasures, or desires: their causes that he may avoid death,
diseases, and pain, but because of their intrinsic goodness, or,
positive agreement (to borrow a phrase from the schools)'
with the nature of our body. In like manner, no man there-
fore desires the perfections of the mind barely that he may
avoid the uneasinesses of ignorance, ill-will, envy, and com-
miseration, but because of that superlative pleasure which
we experimentally find in such acts and habits, which is the
reason that to be deprived of them is most ungrateful " (In-
trod., xiv.; cf. II., iv., 4; V., ix., 1; xlvii., 3). Similarly the
frequent recommendations of the active life are invariably
based upon the fact that it is accompanied by pleasurable
emotions (e.g. H , iv., 1-4; V., xiv., xv.).

Further evidence to the same effect is found in the list
which is given of good things. The most important of these
is declared to be the exercise of our bodily and mental powers
when they are in full health and vigour. But " corporeal
pleasures," or " agreeable sensations," are repeatedly in-
cluded (e.g., Introd., xiv. ; IL, iii., 2 ; iv., 4). Finally, there
are many discussions which proceed upon the assumption
that the only differences in things good are quantitative (e.g.,
II., iv., 8 ; V., x., 1; xii., 6), while the existence of quali-
tative distinctions does not appear as the basis of a single
argument

The conclusion just reached will prepare us for a statement
of the principles upon which we value moral excellence—
the " perfection " of V., xii., as quoted above, page 373. It is
valued primarily as a means to the attainment of things
intrinsically good, whether for self or others. " Upon this
head the 8toica are to be reprehended, who affirmed nothing
to be good but virtue, nothing evil but vice. For whilst
they endeavour'to establish the transcendent goodness of
virtue and the egregious evil of vice, they incautiously entirely
take away the only reason why virtue is good and vice evil "
(V., v., 1; of. III., iii, 1).

Cumberland recognises that this principle of valuation may
be applied to one's own character as well as to that of any
one e W For if the happiness of others may be the direct
object of my desire, as our author maintains it can be, I may
value my own good habits not merely for what they bring
me in the way of rewards, in the ordinary sense of that term,
but also because they are the guarantee of the attainment of
the larger end (cf. V., xiv., 3, 4). Apart from this a second
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reason is recognised for valuing character, namely, its beauty
(Introd., xxii., 4 ; V., xvi, 5 ; xxxi, 1 ; xxxii., 3). The re-
cognition of this fact does not necessarily place a man
outside of the boundaries of Hedonism, as is shown by the
writings of Shaftesbory. This moralist has much to say
about the love of virtue for its own sake. The value which
he attributes to character from this point of view consists,
however, in joy in its contemplation and possession, as dis-
tinguished from those advantages which follow virtue as one
link in a chain follows another (The Moralists, Part ILL,
sea 3 ; Characteristics, voL i i , ed. of 1732, pp. 422, 434;
Philosophical Begimtn, edited by Benjamin Rand, pp. 54,
65, 59). A comparison of these passages with De Legibus
Natura, V., xvi., 5 ; xxxii., 3 ; xxxv., 8, will show that this
was precisely Cumberland's position, though he did not state

- it quite BO clearly as did his successor.
Cumberland is thus an Ethical Hedonist. HJB attitude

towards Psychological Hedonism is more difficult to de-
termine. His statements regarding this subject are vague
and fragmentary. They appear also, at least at first sight,
to be contradictory. On the one hand he asserts that all
desire is aroused by the idea of the good, whether of self or
others (V., xii., 6; ef. above, p. .376). On the other hand he
stigmatises as nonsense the view which makes happiness the
only end of action—and happiness, for him, as will be remem-
bered, is merely the enjoyment or possession of the good.
" To assign happiness as [the] object or end [of action] is not
satisfactory. For since happiness itself . . . is confessed to
consist in action, to say we act for happiness is to say po
more than that we act that we m»y act " (V., xiii.; of. IL,
iv., 4 ; V., xiy., 1, 3). Obviously where a pleasure depends
upon an activity reaching its goal the activity must precede
the pleasure, as Butler, later, explicitly maintained. How-
ever, it is not certain that we are here beyond the confines of
Universaliqtic Psychological Hedonism. For the glory of
God and the happiness of our fellow-men are at once pre-
sented as objects of action. With the difficulties of this
position we are not concerned. We are in this place inter-
ested only in the fact that it was actually taken. In any
event the view of Butler that pleasure arises only from the
satisfaction of desire is not maintained. The attainment of
sense pleasure is a possible end, and there is no sugges-
tion that the pleasure in this case necessarily follows and is
dependent upon the desire. On the whole, in view of his
repeated assertions as to the relation of desire and the good,
we shall do best to set him down as a Psychological Hedonist
of the universaliatic type.
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To be sure it passes as an axiom among certain moralists
that Psychological Hedonism is necessarily egoistic. The
apparent axiom would turn out, if examined seriously, to
be nothing better than a prejudice, like many other ethical
" axioms' which have had their day in the schools. If
Cumberland was a Psychological Hedonist it is certain that
his mind was quite innocent of any such conception. It
never occurs to him seriously to doubt the possibility of de-
siring for another what one desires for himself. He confines
his efforts in this field, therefore, almost exclusively to assert-
ing the actuality of such desire. It is true that he does not
get much beyond bare assertion This is, indeed, his limita-
tion throughout One of the richest of all moralists in ideas,
ideas which have demonstrated their value through the rdle
they have played in the subsequent history of ethics, we are
all too frequently disappointed by the meagreness of the evi-'
dence offered in their support. This statement holds for the
case before us. What we are given is an impressive and, at
bottom, unequivocal assertion of the principle that the good
of another may be to me a direct object of desire, in the same
sense in which my own good may be. " I also own it pos-
sible through an abuse of his free-will that a man (through
his own fault) of a narrow soul, may consider nothing beside
himself, and may, therefore, desire almost nothing but what
he judges profitable to himself; but I could never observe
any symptoms of such a will in any man except in Hobbes
only. Others are certainly of a more generous disposition
who do not think that alone to be good which is such .to
themselves ; but whatever conduces to the preservation and
perfection, to the order and beauty of mankind, or even of
the whole universe, as far as we have any conception of it,
that they think good, that they will and desire, that they
hope for for the future^ and rejoice in when present Nor
see I anything to hinder but that what I judge agreeable to
any nature I may desire should happen to it ; nay, that
I should endeavour, as far as in me lies, that it should be
effected " (HI., iv., 2. See the entire section. Cf. also V.,
xiL, 6 ; xiv., 2 ; xlv.-xlvii.).

All through this and practically every other discussion of
this subject there runs a principle which lies at the very
foundation of the system—the principle, namely, that egoism
and altruism have the same psychological root. The good
as such, independently of its relationship to this or that
possible possessor, tends to arouse the desire to realise it.
Of this fundamental desire, self-regard and benevolence are
but two different branches. The detnils. ;i* far as thev are
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given us, are as follows. The first element of the moral life to
appear is the desire of the good as such. This is non-rational.
Then reason—here used as a name for our intellectual powers
as a whole—enters with its ideas of greater and less, cause
and effect, and other3 not specifically named. This new
factor operates upon the object of the desire by extending its
boundaries until finally, if the full maturity of reason is
reached, the object of the desire has expanded until it in-
cludes the whole of one's life, and the lives of all other
rational beings (TV., i., ii.; I H , iv., 3 ; V., xlv., 3, 4; xlvii.,
2, 8). The precise nature and source of the motive power of
these creations of reason are left—probably with deliberate
purpose (TV., L, 5)—for the reader to work out for himself.

In the foregoing paragraph we have described how reason
enters as a motive power into conduct There exists no
aversion from the contradictory in conduct, per se. But
when a man is placed before alternative courses of action,
reason presents the ideas of the greater and the less good,
and applies them to the possibilities which the situation
creates. The former idea necessarily determines the direc-
tion of volition except as the reason affirms that to be the
greater good which it has just pronounced to be the less,1 or
as the desire for the less good succeeds in defeating its rival.
In either case the man has cqntradicted himself, and has
thereby, as we have seen above, failed of moral truth, or, in
other words, has committed a wrong.

This however is not the end of the matter for the guilty
agent. " Such a contradiction, above all others, greatly
harts the soundness, peace, and contentment of the mind
in its actions " -(V., xvi., 5; of. xxxvi., 4). On the other
hand he who acts with consistency " acts agreeably to his
intellectual nature. And what is agreeable to nature, gives
it pleasure" (V., xiv., 2). This pleasure IB not a satis-
faction due to the maintenance of logical consistency in
conduct, as such. As stated above, the existence of a
feeling of that kind is not recognised. Wherever the satis-
faction in question is described with any definiteness, it is
always represented as the joy of tranquillity, or of peace
between the desires (Introd., xz.; I , vi., i; V., xvi., 5).

These pleasures and pains, like all others, are capable of
serving as motives to action, and because of their alleged
intensity, as very powerful motives. They do not occur
•lone. Along with them arise other pleasures and pains,
some of which are almost, if not quite.as intimately con-

1 So I interpret the words, " Unless fr*** n™i*T»t"»<*"»g judges falsely
or inoonsiitently," in V., xlv., 8.

 at Stockholm
s U

niversitet on Septem
ber 4, 2015

http://m
ind.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


382 FRANK CHAPMAN SHAEP:

nected with the moral quality of the action. Such are the
enjoyment of the beauty of a harmonious life, joy in the
felicity of other beings, and the consciousness of the favour
of God. Others again are more remote ; they make up the
extrinsic effects of the action upon the happiness of the
agent. The existence of these effects, intrinsic and extrinsic,
is an empirical fact. The consideration that the feelings in
question follow the deed not by chance, but as a result of the
structure of the human mind in its individual and social
capacity, that this mind, in its turn, is the creation of God,
so that the existence of the relationship between act and
feelings is a clear indication of the will of God concerning us
—these considerations lead us to the conception of obligation,
the discussion of which occupies many, many weary pages of
the book.

Obligation is defined as " that act of a legislator by which he
declares that actions conformable to his law are necessary to
those for whom the law is made. An action is then under-
stood to be necessary to a rational agent when it is certainly
one of the causes necessarily required to that happiness which
he naturally, and consequently necessarily, desires " (V., xxvii.,
4). This definition, we are informed in the same section, is
based upon that g^ven by Justinian : " Obligation is that bond
of the law by which we are tied with the necessity of paying
anything, according to the laws of our state ". The narrow-
ness of the Roman definition Cumberland criticises on the
grounds that it is confined to the laws of a single nation and
that it looks chiefly or solely to punishment. For him re-
ward is the more important, and even more primitively effec-
tive element in the term. Removing from it then all accidental
limitations, and carrying it up to the supreme legislator, the
final account of the feeling of obligation is obtained as the sum
of the motives for obedience to the rule of right derived from
the rewards and punishments attached to human actions by
God in creating man. Where the rules of reason are backed
in this way by these sanctions they become " the laws of
nature ". But in reading this account it can not be too care-
fully noted that the obligatory is not for Cumberland, as it is
for many later writers, identical in intension with the right.
Unless the actions commanded by God had been antecedently
right, God would not have been justified in demanding them
(VII., vi., vii.; VIII., i., 2). In man, again, the knowledge of
right and wrong is one thing ; the egoistic considerations by
which he may be induced to pursue the one and avoid the
other, are another thing (V., xxxv., 8). The highest type of
man, as has already been pointed out, needs no inducements
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of this nature (see above, p. 381, and V., xlvii, 2). Indeed no
action of ours really deserves the name of right except as our
motive in performing it is identical in nature with God's
motive in commanding us to do it (V., xlvii., 1). The place
of obligation in the moral life is accordingly to be conceived
as follows. In the process of development from childhood to
manhood we begin with a narrow outlook. The happiness
of self is what, at first, chiefly moves the will. To a mind
thus constituted comes the discovery that its own interests
are best attained by the service of one's fellow-men and of
God. While obeying the call which thus comes to his ear
the desire is born and grows for the realisation of these ends
apart from any consideration of personal gain ; not through
any artificial process of association (as with many later
writers), but through the awakening of a direct interest in
other persons consequent upon a better acquaintance with
and realisation of their nature and needs (V., xlv.). Thus
obligation is merely a schoolmaster to bring us to the free
service of the perfect man. If this seems to fail of agreement
in any respect with the account given on pages 380 and 381
above, which is based primarily upon Book IV., chaps, i.
and ii., we have no materials at our disposal by which to
harmonise them.

We may now summarise Cumberland's position with re-
gard to motives and values as follows. The good of self and
the good of others are to be estimated in terms of pleasure.
Each of these we desire directly. .The desire for the maxi-
mum of personal good is found in every human being; the
desire for the maximum good of others is more sporadic.
While self-regard and benevolence are two distinct motives,
in the sense that the second is not a mere modification of
the first, the ends at which they aim prove to be entirely
harmonious. Accordingly if you should inquire what we
should do or what we ought to do if they were incompatible
with each other, your question would be an idle one, like
Lord Dundreary's famous question, If you had a brother
would he like cheese ? To the moralist of to-day, indeed, the
problem thus left unsolved will appear an extremely im-
portant one, but our author was quite unconscious of its
existence. Historically the first real attempt on the part of
Rationalism to deal with it was the doctrine of authority
originated by Butler and perfected by Price. If Cumberland
himself had been asked as to the ultimate grounds of the
equal authority of the regard for one's own good and the
equal good of one's neighbour, I think he would have replied
—if we may judge from the spirit of his system as a whole—
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that while particular desires may and indeed must be evalu-
ated according to the satisfaction afforded by their realisation,
yet as between self and others there is no more reason why I
should control my desires for my neighbour's happiness by
what I expect to get out of it for myself than there is why
(as is the case, in a certain fashion, in the Comtdan scheme)
I should evaluate the satisfaction of my own desires in terms
of their value to others.

n.
THE INFLUENCE OF CUMBERLAND UPON CLABKE AND

SHAFTESBURY.

The assertion has been made that Cumberland was one of
the three or four most influential writers in the entire history
of British ethics. Nevertheless it must be admitted that the
moralists of the second generation after him, and also their
successors, show either few or no traces of genuine, first-hand
acquaintance with his thought. Undoubtedly they all read
De Legibtu Natura. But the reading seems to have been a
superficial one. At all events it left little definite evidence of
itself upon their pages. Cumberland's influence depends
chiefly upon the fact that all the Eighteenth Century British
moralists who wrote after the first decade of the century were
profoundly influenced either by Clarke or by Shaftesbury, or
oftentimes—as in the case of Butler—by both; and that the
moral systems of these two men were in their turn based
upon the writings of Cumberland to an extent which, ap-
parently, has hitherto been scarcely suspected. '

Evidence of the intimate dependence of Clarke upon
Cumberland meets the eye upon the most cursory reading of
the ethical works of the former. That portion of the Boyle
Lectures which deals with ethics (being Sections I. and II. of
a Duoourte Concerning the Unchangeable Obligations of Natural
Religion, etc.), contains about twenty-three thousand words.
In this short space Cumberland is quoted twenty-two
times, always with approval. No other writer of that
century is quoted at all, except Hobbes and Spinoza, and
ihese, of course, only to be refuted. A study of these quota-
tions, however, gives a very inadequate conception of the
indebtedness of the later to the earlier writer. To under-
stand their relationship we must turn to a direct comparison
of their views.

Clarke's summary of his own position does not, indeed,
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particularly suggest Cumberland. He writes: " The same
necessary and eternal different relations that different things
bear one to another; and the same consequent fitness or
unfitness of the application of different thingB or different
relations, one to another; with regard to which the will of
God always and necessarily does determine itself to choose
to act only what is agreeable to justice, equity, goodness, and
tenth, in order to the welfare of the whole universe; ought
Likewise constantly to determine the wills of all subordinate
rational beings, to govern all their actions by the same rules
for the good of the public, in their respective stations. That
is: these eternal and necessary differences of things make it
fit and reasonable for creatures so to act" (Discourse, tenth
edition, p. 28). Even here, however, we note a number of
resemblances. The fit is interpreted, or at all events supple-
mented by, the reasonable, and the good of those affected is
explicitly stated to be the end. Furthermore, the wrong is
everywhere conceived of as the self-contradictory; moral
distinctions are held to depend not upon the fiat of God but
upon the nature of things; and the agency of innate ideas in
the perception of moral (and intellectual) truth is denied.
The precise relationship between the two authors, however,
can best be made clear by an examination of the concrete
"rules of righteousness," which together form, according to
Clarke, the content of duty.

These rules are four in number, and are called the rules of
piety, equity, benevolence, and sobriety, respectively. The
fourth, which is the name given to the duty to self, does not
call for special comment In distinction from Cumberland,
and in contradiction to his own point of view as expressed
in other places (e.g. p. 75), duty to self is based upon the
necessity of a wise self-regard as a means to the maintenance
of the ability to obey the other moral laws (p. 60). Piety,
as here conceived, also has no real analogue in Cumberland's
system. It is described as congruity or fitness between " the
exercise of God's several attributes" and "suitable returns
of duty and honour from all his rational creatures throughout
the universe" (p. 51). This fitness is "as plain and con-
spicuous as the shining of the sun at noon-day" (p. 52).
Here the matter is left in the systematic discussion of the
duty—except for an excursion into the realm of the aesthetic.
But in another place (p. 40) we are informed that " he that
wilfully refuses to honour and obey God . . . is really guilty
of an equal absurdity and inconsistency in practice, as he that
in speculation denies the effect to owe anything to its cause,
or the whole to be bigger than its part ". This is, obviously,

26 • 2 6
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a desperate attempt to bring piety, as Clarke defines it, tinder
the categories of Cumberland s system.

The fourth rule of conduct, then, has no point of contact
with Cumberland's thinking; the first shows a departure from
his spirit with an attempt to remain true to the letter. The
second and third, on the other hand, are, in their formula-
tion and mode of establishment, nothing but the creations of
the older writer. The rule of justice reads in one of its
several statements: "Whatever I judge reasonable or un-
reasonable for another to do for me, that by the same judg-
ment I declare reasonable or unreasonable that I in the like
case should do for him ". " To deny this, either in word or
action,'is as if a man should contend that though two and
three are equal to five, yet five are not equal to two and
three." Thus " iniquity is the very same in action as falsity
or contradiction in theory " (p. 54). Clarke is at first inclined
to identify this law with the Golden Rule. But recognising
quickly the impropriety of such a procedure, he .points out
that the measure of justice is not what " any unreasonable
passion or private' interest, would prompt you, but what im-
partial reason would dictate to you to desire " (p. 55).

The third rule—that of benevolence—demands •' a constant
endeavouring to promote in general, to the utmost of our
power, the welfare and happiness of all men ". The obliga-
tion thus to act is established as follows : " If (as has been
before proved)1 there be a natural and necessary difference
between good and evil, and that which is good is fit and reason-
able, and that which is evil is unreasonable to be done, and
that which is the greatest good is always the most fit and
reasonable to be chosen: then . . . every rational creature
ought . . . to do all the good it can to all its fellow-crea-
tures" (p. 57).

The law of justice, as formulated above, is obviously a
mere restatement of the following passages from De Legibus
Natures. " Bight reason in one cannot dictate that which
contradicts right reason concerning the same things in any
other person' (II., vii., 1); and again : " Whatever any one
of these, from the dictates of right reason, wills should be

- done to himself or others, that do all, who are truly rational,
will necessarily and always, so far as they come to the know-
ledge thereof" (V., xxx., 1). In both authors these state-
ments appear as conclusions from the principle that the wrong
is the self-contradictory.

1 This refers to previous assertions that moral distinctions are objective,
or as Clarke terms it, unorndicable.
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That the deduction of the rule of benevolence is identi-
cal at most points with Cumberland's first proof that " the
greatest good of all" is the moral end, will be eyident to
those who remember the presentation of this subject given
in the preceding instalment. It is true that Clarke fails to
introduce specifically the premise which gives Cumberland's
argument against egoism its force, the principle, namely, that
we are morally bound, in so far as we are at liberty to consider
only our own interests, to choose a larger attainable good for
self in preference to a smaller one. This fact, however,
serves the more completely to exhibit Clarke's dependence
upon Cumberland. He has copied an argument without
apprehending clearly the foundation upon which it rests.

Clarke's'ethical theories thus appear to have their source
chiefly in the writings of Cumberland. If the study here
attempted could have been supplemented by a minute exa-
mination of his language, this conclusion would have ap-
peared still more convincing. That which has done most to
obscure the fundamental identity of the two systems is the
difference in the treatment of our duty to God. Clarke
thought this ought to be placed upon a basis quite inde-
pendent of our duty to our fellow-men. In working out the
details he found some difficulty in bringing disobedience to
this rule into the category of the self-contradictory. He
therefore fell back upon the vague pair of terms, the fit and
the unfit, placing the former by the side of the rational in
the sense of that which is free from self-contradiction, pre-
sumably without asking himself very definitely precisely
what the fit means. Apart from this he undoubtedly differs
from Cumberland in some important respects. The chief
ones are, the number of the fundamental rules of right and
the entire treatment of the duty to self, which have already
been referred to, the meaning attached to the word obliga-
tion, and probably the manner in which reason affects the
will (c/. op. cit., pp. 38 and 40 with above, p. 381)—though in
this last matter it is very far from certain that he was con-
scious of the difference which appears to obtain between
Cumberland's views and his own. After due allowance has
been made for these divergences, however, we are still justi-
fied in asserting that the greater part of Clarke's ethical
doctrine, as far as fundamentals are concerned, is simply
a copy, in somewhat different formulation, of what he had
read in the great treatise of the Bishop of Peterborough.-

The relationship of Shaftesbury to Cumberland is a de-
cidedly more complicated problem than that which we have
just been studying. Shaftesbury is a far more independent
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and vigorous thinker than Clarke. His answer to the funda-
mental question of ethics, the meaning of the word right, is
a totally different one from that of Cumberland. And what
he borrows,—if he does borrow,—he so thoroughly assimi-
lates that its origin is not evident at first sight, and is in no
one case really demonstrable. The evidence of dependence
is to be sought rather in the ensemble of his views. The
points of identity in the two systems are so numerous and
occur under such conditions that the doctrine of chances
seems to exclude the possibility of mere coincideuce. The
problem is further complicated by the familiarity of both
authors with the works of the Greek moralists, and their
unquestionable independent acquaintance with the fragment-
ary but suggestive ethical writings of Bacon and Grotius.
On the other hand certain influences upon Shaftesbury can
with great probability be excluded. The first edition of the
Inquiry concerning Virtue appeared in 1699; the Discourse
concerning the Unalterable Obligations of Natural Religion,
in 1705. For this and other equally good reasons we are
justified in believing that the writings of Clarke had no
•appreciable effect in shaping his views. A study of the
Cambridge Platonists will exclude the idea of any important
influence from that direction. The sources of Shaftesbury's
ethics, in so far as they come from without, are to be found
in the Greeks, possibly in some part in Bacon and Grotius,
and, of other modern writers, principally or entirely in
Cumberland. In view, however, of the complexity of the
situation, the most that it is profitable to attempt to do is
to present the common elements of the two systems, recog-
nising, as we must, that we can probably never determine
the exact amount of indebtedness of the younger to the
older writer.

In the first place, then, their account of the content of the
moral standard is almost the same. For Shaftesbury as for
Cumberland human society is an organism, each member of
which is dependent, through and through, either directly or
indirectly, upon every other (Cumberland, II., xiv.; xxxi., 2 ;
Shaftesbury, Characteristics, vol. II., p. 14 f£, being Inquiry,
Book I., Part II., sec. 1'). The moral end is the greatest
attainable good of the entire system. The individual is to
pursue his own good so far and only in so far as it is com-

Satible with this larger end, so that there are both a direct
uty to self and a direct duty to others (II., 20-23 ; 90).
The good cannot be defined as the desired. This leads to

'Fifth edition, 1732.
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contradictions, for the attainment of the desired is often fol-
lowed by disillusionment (1., 318-325 ; II., 129, 149 ; HI.,
196-205). It is rather that "which can afford content-
ment and satisfaction always alike, without variation or
diminution " (II., 237), or " that in which the nature of man
is satisfied and can rest contented " (IL, 486). Obviously
Shaftesbury has not got beyond the realm of the desired in
his definition of good, after all, since satisfaction involves de-
sire. Doubtless he would have accepted some such definition
as that offered by Sidgwick in the sixth edition of the Metlwds
of Ethics (Book L, chap. ix.). At bottom, this was probably
the position of Cumberland, though he had not formulated it
very clearly in his own mind.

The conceptions of the two authors regarding the content
of the good show certain differences rooted in fundamental
identity. Cumberland,-as will be remembered, looks upon
the joys of virtue as the most valuable element in life, but
he admits to the circle of the good the pleasures of sense
and much else that Shaftesbury either ignores or repudiates.
Shaftesbury holds, on the other hand, that there is no other
good, but the beautiful, of which virtue is one form (II., 422;
cf. III., 30-34, 184, 185). Thus he appears at first sight to
be antihedonistic. But the pleasure which he declares is not
a good turns out to be a special kind of pleasure, that of
sense, while, on the other hand, pain of all kind is declared
to be, as such, an evil (II., 225-238). And, what is of more
significance, it is the enjoyment of the beautiful that is the
good, so that the latter is described in strictly hedonistic
terms (as above, II., 422 ; ef. 237 ff. ; III., 196-205; also
The Philosophical Regimen, edited by Benjamin Band, Essay
on Good, and III., passim, especially p. 59).

The most important difference between Cumberland and
Shaftesbury is in their account of the meaning of the term
right. The great majority of moralists can be divided into
two great schools with reference to their attitude towards
this problem. On the one hand, there is Rationalism. The
name describes the position : right means the rational. The
other view must be called Idealism. For it, right conduct
means that which tends to arouse a certain emotion—it may
be either admiration or approbation ; in other words, the
moral judgment has its source in an ideal. This name, or
an adequate substitute, will have to be adopted, even if it in-
volves some shifting of nomenclature elsewhere, particularly
in metaphysics. For our present systems of classification
are a disgrace to ethics. Rationalism (or " Intiiitionism ")
i<< usually regarded us the antithesis of Utilitarianism. But
2 6 *
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our study of Cumberland must have shown, what should be
obvious without it, that Rationalism and Utilitarianism are
not mutually exclusive terms, and that for the simple reason
that they are the products of different points of view. The
latter represents one answer to the question, What actions
are right ? the former is an answer to the question What is
meant by calling them right ?

In his answer to the latter—the most fundamental of ethi-
cal problems—Cumberland, as we have seen, stands with the
Rationalists. Shaftesbury, on the other hand, is an Idealist
For like the other members of the British "Moral Sense "
school, specifically Hutcheson, Hume, and Adam Smith (for
in his view of the nature of the ultimate basis of moral
distinctions Adam Smith does not differ one whit from
Hutcheson), he places the source of moral distinctions in the
emotions. It is possible this statement may be denied, for
is it not one of the commonplaces of ethical history that he
regarded moral distinctions as having their origin in an
" Internal sense " ? It is certain that he uses the term, sense
of right and wrong, and even, on a few occasions, moral sense,
in naming the source of the moral judgment (II., 40-46, especi-
ally in marginal analysis). But he also uses, in the same
connexion, the terms heart, taste, reflexion, self-inspection,
and, perhaps as frequently as anything else, reason. It is
natural that a pupil, even an unorthodox pupil, of John
Locke should use the term " internal sense " for any element
of consciousness—or for the "faculty " which produces that
element—which cannot be related with the organs of " ex-
ternal sensation ". The question remains, however, what
did he mean by it? The answer is a simple and definite
one. The harmony which appeare when the members of a
society treat the welfare of each of their fellows and of them-
selves in such a way as to bring out the greatest attainable
good for all—the harmony of this well-ordered system arouses
the emotion of the beautiful. It is the apprehension of such
a system and the admiration it evokes which give rise to the
adjective right. Thus, as has been asserted, the ultimate
source of moral distinctions is placed by Shaftesbury in the
emotiona This is set forth with sufficient clearness in the
following passages from the second volume of the Character-
ittict: p. 53, par. 2; p. 117, par. 3-119; p. 284, par. 3-291
(to be compared with pp\ 14-22, i.e. Inquiry concerning -Virtue,
Book I., Part II., sec. 1); p. 75, par. 2 ; p. 294, par. 2. These
will explain the better known, but somewhat vague passage
in the Inquiry, Book I., i'art II., sec. • (pp. 28-36).

What has all this to do with Cumberland ? A great deal.
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For it is precisely at this point where the divergence be-
tween the two men is greatest, that Cumberland's influence
seems most clearly demonstrable. The ground of this state-
ment is that Shaftesbury has incorporated into his Idealistic
conception of right certain of the most characteristic features
of Cumberland's nationalism.

The most important of these is the doctrine that the moral
judgment is the expression of something more than a mere
subjective whim (I., 336-341, 350-355, II., 416-421; H I ,
164-185, 303). Great as is the amount of variation in human
opinions as to what is right and wrong, some of them are
entitled to the designation true, while the remainder must
be called false. The conditions which a moral judgment
must meet if it is properly to be called true are three in num-
ber. It must, in the first place, be—in the words of a later
generation—the judgment of an "impartial spectator". In
the second place it must be the judgment of one whose view
includes the entire situation under consideration. Finally
it must be the expression of a point of view which the person
judging is willing to apply consistently to all similar cases.
The first two of these conditions are mentioned only occasion-
ally and in passing; it is probable that their full significance
was not realised by Shaftesbury. It remained for Hume and
Hutcheson respectively to show in detail their nature and
the part they play in the formation of the moral judgment.
The third condition, on the other hand, and the doctrine of
objectivity which underlies them all, appear again and again,
so that there can be no. question of the importance of the
place they occupied in his thought

The first condition is stated in the following wordsi "In
all disinterested cases [even the false or corrupt heart] must
approve in some measure of what is natural and honest, and
disapprove what is dishonest and corrupt" (II., 30; cf. 113).
The fact that in. the moral judgment we are looking, or be-
lieve we are looking, at the actions of human beings, both
ourselves and others, not from the point of view of the acci-
dental relation of these actions to our selfish interests, but in
abstraction from these considerations, so that the moral ideal
represents our ideal of action for humanity as such under the
given conditions—this fact is one that finds frequent mention
in De Legibvs Natures (see above, p. 386).

The second condition which a judgment must meet if it is
to be considered true is that the emotion which is at its
source must be due to a complete view of the situation.
Shaftesbury states this as follows: " Thus every immorality
and enormity of life can only happen from a partial and'
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narrow view of happiness and good" (III., 304-305). The
illustrations offered show that he had not grasped this
principle in all its bearings. Like the preceding, it repre-
sents at best a detached glimpse of a truth of wide applica-
tion and great significance. The nearest to an anticipation
of it to be found in Cumberland is the following : " Only that
measure of all our affections is consistent with the nature of
a rational being and of the universe which exactly corre-
sponds to the true valuation of those things good and evil by
which they are excited " (VIII., xiii., 1). This, however, has
more points of affinity with Shaftesbury's view than appears
on the surface. There is here, also, a suggestion of Cumber-
land's doctrine of the cause of error in general, according to
which it is always due to the feelings inciting the judgment
" to determine points not sufficiently cleared up " (II., x., 1).

Finally a true moral judgment is the expression of an ideal
that is free from inconsistencies. " W e might then under-
stand how to love and praise when we had acquired some
consistent notion of what was laudable or lovely" ( I , 41).
Evil can never be reduced to self-consistency (IIL, 312).
Sometimes inconsistency is described as exhibiting itself in
our judgments with regard to our own good, the results of
following the desire of the moment. It is also represented
as appearing in the arbitrary choice of those whom we are
willing to serve: " Partial affection, or social love in part,
without regard to a complete society or whole, is in itself an
inconsistency and implies an absolute contradiction. . . .
If [our affection] . . . be applied only to some one part of
society, or of a species, but not to the species or society itself,
there can be no more account given of it than of the most
odd, capricious, or humoursome passion which may arise.
The person, therefore, who is conscious of this affection can
be conscious of no merit or worth on the account of it. . . .
It has no foundation or establishment in reason " (II., 110;
the entire passage to page 114 should be consulted. Cf. also
pp. 122-124). Such inconsistency, it is then argued, pre-
cisely after the manner of Cumberland, carries with it its own
penalties.

When these conditions have been met Shaftesbury holds
there will be universal agreement in the moral judgments
of men, because the power of admiration for harmony and
order exists in some degree in every human being (IX, 43-44;
HI., 197 n., 303). It may indeed be more easily evoked in
some persons than in others; it may be led astray by custom,
education, false theological doctrines, and other causes.
Nevertheless (apparently) it can never l>e entirely lost And
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every one who desires so to do may, by exertion, develop it
in himself to its perfection (ill . , 186).

It will now be obvious why Shaftesbury assigns a leading
rdU to reason in the production of the moral judgment.
Emotions arise normally as a reaction upon the perception
of a certain situation. The power to see a situation as it
really exists is thus a sine qua non for a judgment that can lay
any claim to future acceptance on our own part or to the
acceptance of other people.

It is in this account of the meaning of the word right that
the unique significance of Shafteebury will be found to lie.
He was the first to declare explicitly that moral distinctions
have their source in the emotions. At the same time he
caught glimpses, more or less detached, usually incomplete,
but always accurate as. far aB they went, of the modes in
which reason functions in the formation of the moral judg-
ment. Furthermore he saw, with great, though doubtless
not complete clearness, under what conditions Idealism can
assert that notwithstanding the actual variations in moral
judgments, there can be such a thing as a universally valid
standard. If the emotional endowment at the root of the
moral judgment exists, in whatever state of development, in
every member of the race, then all the Variations are due to
irregularities in the working of the rational factor, and must
therefore disappear with the correction of such irregularities.
In working out his views it is possible that he did not always
keep clearly in mind the great gulf which still separates his
system from that of Rationalism. At all events he does not
explicitly recognise that the adjective true must be applied to
moral judgments in a sense different from that in which it is
applied to the judgments of logic. The moral judgment does
indeed claim to be based upon a perception of the situation
as it actually is. But it claims more. It is, if Idealism be
true, the expression of an ideal. And it claims that this
ideal has been freed from all entanglement with purely per-
sonal ends, and that it forms in its entirety a self-consistent
whole. Hence we should do better to speak of moral judg-
ments as valid rather than as true. For validity means pre-
cisely this that a thing is what it gives itself out to be. But
if Shaftesbury had seen every implication of his doctrine he
would have done something that no other innovator in phi-
losophy or in any other department of thought has ever suc-
ceeded in doing. What he actually accomplished was the
work of a genius. He laid the foundations of one of the
great types of ethical theory.

In his work of observation and thought it is impossible to
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doubt that he was profoundly influenced by Cumberland.
So that if Shaftesbury was saved from the subjectivism
which, since the close of the eighteenth century, has accom-
panied most Idealism—in so far as Idealists have faced the
problem at all,—we may attribute this fact in large measure
to the writings of the Bishop of Peterborough.

There remains for consideration the doctrines of our two
authors concerning the moral motive. These are as nearly
in accord as the divergences above described will permit
Each is a Psychological Hedonist.1 Each believes in the
existence of a direct desire for the good of others. Among
the egoistic motives for the service of our fellow-men each
recognises joy in the possession of inner harmony and the
love of the beautiful in character; although the second
naturally plays a far more important rdle in the later system
than in the earlier one. Again both authors believe that the
true interests of egoism and altruism are in the end identical.
Finally they agree in regarding the claims of egoism as hav-
ingno primacy in any way over those of altruism.

This last statement contradicts the ordinary interpretation
of Shaftesbury's system. It is commonly held that after
having introduced the " natural affections," as he calls them,
with much ceremony, and having assigned them a position
of apparent equality by the side of the " self-affections,"
when he comes to the question, What reason is there for a
man's serving his fellow-man? he abruptly turns his back
upon them, and refuses to treat their interests as entitled
to consideration in so far as they come into competition with
those of their rivals. This view is an inference from the
following fact. In the Inquiry concerning Virtue, after
having discussed the nature of goodness and virtue and the
effect upon them of religious belief, he writes : " It remains
to inquire, what obligation there is to virtue, or what rea-
son to embrace i t ? " (p. 77). The answer is given solely in
terms of the pleasures of the agent. This is supposed to
represent a lapse into Egoism. The conclusion is not flatter-
ing to the author's power of holding the thread of a com-
paratively simple train of thought. For, just before this, in
his examination of the relation of the religious sanctions to
genuine morality, he has declared in the mo.st explicit terms
that action for the benefit of others, undertaken with a view

1 The evidence for Psychological Hedoni-rn in Shaftesbury's system is
far clearer and more complete than it in in the case of Cumberland.
Sidgwick's conclusion (Hutory of Ethic*, p. 184, note) is obtained by
arbitrarily choosing one of two possible interpretations of a single am-
biguous passage, instead of accepting the interpretation whioh results
from looking at it in the light of the whole to which it belongs.

 at Stockholm
s U

niversitet on Septem
ber 4, 2015

http://m
ind.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


THE ETHICAL SYSTEM OF RICHARD CUMBERLAND. 3 9 5

to any form of personal reward, has no moral value whatever.
Are we compelled to believe that he could have forgotten this
assertion so soon? This depends entirely upon what he
means by the term obligation. Let us suppose that it is
used in Cumberland's sense of the word—as the sum of the
motives arising from a view of the rewards in the way of
personal happiness attached by nature, or nature's God, to
the service of our fellow-men—let us make this entirely
admissible supposition, and the difficulties vanish. Both
authors are agreed that a belief in the ultimate harmony of
the ends prescribed by egoism and altruism respectively is a
great protection to a man under the strain of severe tempta-
tion. If the above explanation is correct, Shaftesbury is
attempting to do no more than to prove that this belief is
justifiable. The words, "What reason to embrace i t ? "
suggest, indeed, something more than this, the position,
namely, that the egoist can gradually transform himself into
an unselfish man from purely egoistic motives. This may be
good psychology, or bad. In any event all of us must admit
that in proportion as men approximate in nature to absolute
egoism they can be reached only by egoistic motives. Surely,
then, there is nothing necessarily incompatible with a Uni-
versalistic theory in the attempt to appeal to those of lower
moral endowment through the considerations to which they
are most sensitive. It may well be that this class was included
among those whom Shaftesbury had in mind at this point.
Accordingly, taking'all things into consideration, we seem
justified in concluding that the question which has given so
much trouble is simply an announcement of the subject-
matter of the rest of the essay, which is the ancient and
entirely respectable one as to the relation between virtue
and individual happiness.

With Clarke and Shaftesbury, as has been said, the chief
demonstrable influence of Cumberland upon British ethics
ceases. But the indirect influence, through these two
thinkers, was tremendous, extending to and informing all
schools in all their branches, with the .single exception of
Egoistic Hedonism. The English Platonists seem to have
affected the course of British ethics—if at all—only through
Cumberland. So that, if the published and unpublished
works of this group of men had been destroyed towards the
close of the Seventeenth Century, we have every ground for
believing that the history of the later Rationalism would not
have been changed in any important respect.1

1 It is tempting to find the influence of Cumberland in the ethical
writings of Kant's critical period. But a careful study of the develop-
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ni.
CUMBERLAND'S PHEDEOESSORS.

If we turn from Cumberland's successors to his predecessors
we shall find that a very important part of what he gave
the former was the product of his own mind. His account
of the good, indeed, contains absolutely nothing new. But
in his doctrine of the right there are original contributions
of the highest value. Apart from some comparatively minor
matters which we have not attempted to present they are
found in two portions of the field. One is the doctrine
of the standard. He is the first moralist who declares
explicitly and in unambiguous terms that the essence of
morality consists in the aim to bring about the greatest
attainable amount of good for all those affected by the
action; and, as a corollary, that the claims of self upon the
agent are, in principle, neither greater nor less than those of
any one else. The beginnings of this doctrine can be found
in Bacon and Grotius, and indeed in the Greek moralists.
But a comparison of Cumberland's teachings with the views
of these men will show a definiteness and completeness of
thought on his part for which we seek in vain among them,
and which justify his claim to be considered the founder of
Universalistic Utilitarianism. His second set of important
contributions to ethics relates to the place of reason in the
moral life. There was nothing new in the doctrine that
moral distinctions are " objective," that they are independent
of the will of God, and that they have their source in reason.
But almost everything else in his account of the rational
element in morality is original. Most Rationalists present
as the content of the moral standard a miscellaneous mass
of so-called intuitions whose relation to reason they make
no serious attempt to exhibit. This statement is as. true of
Cumberland's predecessors, the Cambridge Platonists, as it
is of the great majority of his successors. The founder of
the Platonic School at Cambridge was Benjamin Whichcote.
From his sermon The Glorious Evidence and Power of
Divine Truth, we may infer that had he ever attempted a
systematic presentation of his ethical views, the concrete

ment of Kant's thought in this field will lead to the conclusion that
anything like direct boi rowing in impossible to prove. While some
relationship is not excluded by any facts in our possession, the chances
are that Kant worked oat his system of ethical Rationalism with no
conscious dependence, at all events, upon the work of his great
predecessor.
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laws of action would have appeared as a series of more or
less unrelated axioms. The same may be said of Nathanael
Culverwel (see his Discourse of the Light of Nature, ch.
VII.). Mores noemata moralia are just such an agglomeration.
Of Cud worth we can make no statement that is anything
else than guesswork, for death cut him off before he had
fairly begun his work in ethics. Cumberland, on the other
hand, as we have seen, attempted to show that the moral
code is due to the application of the fundamental principle
of reason—that of contradiction—to the universal desires of
men. In working out this conception he hit upon much
that had hitherto remained unnoticed. He was the first
to bring into the foreground the principle that the judgment
of right is of such a nature that if it applies to one person it
•applies to every one eUe under the same conditions. He first
recognised adequately the place of consistency in our moral
judgments. It is true that the term consistency is constantly
used in Stoic ethics. But it has a very different signification
there from what it posseroes for Cumberland. It is but a sign
of unbroken firmness of will in the control of the emotions,
instead of being an essentially logical category. Finally he

. made a unique use of the principle of consistency in the
doctrine that the mind " is inconsistent with itself when it
determines to act after one manner in relation to itself and
after another manner in relation to others that partake of
the same nature ".

It is these rationalistic elements in Cumberland's system
that most need to be brought to the attention of ethical
students to-day. His account of the standard is familiar to
every one. But his other teachings are all too frequently ig-
nored. He doubtless erred in putting forward the universal
validity of the moral judgment as an assumption. It should
have appeared as a result rather than a postulate. But
in laying down the principles stated in the preceding para-
graph he pointed the way leading to the ultimate establish-
ment of this conception. That what is right for one is right
for every one else under the same conditions is, in a sense,
a commonplace. Nevertheless its significance is not infre-
quently overlooked, especially by Idealists, though Hume
has shown in detail what Shaftesbury suggested, its place
in an Idealistic theory of ethics: Much the same might be
said of the principle of consistency, except that here no
follower of 8haftesbury has taken up the problem where he
left i t It is true that Cumberland's identification of the
inconsistent with the self-contradictory cannot be justified.
To accept contradictories is to believe differently about the
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same, while the pursuit of the inconsistent involves feeling
and acting differently about the same; it is a building up
with one hand and tearing down with the other. Neverthe-
less both conceptions have their source in that power of the
mind which, without falling into faculty psychology, we may
fairly term reason. And thus far it has been members of
the nationalistic school that have done most to emphasise
their importance. The doctrine that the principle, Love thy
neighbour as thyself, is the only consistent fcrm which the
moral ideal can take lay practically unnoticed through most
of the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries, until it finally
found a tentative, hesitatingacceptance on the part of Sidgwick
(see The Methods of Ethics, Book FV., ch. II.). There are some
moralists to-day, of whom the present writer is one, to whom
this principle seems to be destined to supply the immovable
foundation for that universally valid moral code whose very
existence has for generations been a subject of controversy.
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